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[If:1 A] 


“But in the view of rabbis, if the second flux should be accidental, the 
man remains clean. And if the third flux should be accidental, the man 
is unclean. [In the former instance there is no reason to declare him 
unclean, in the latter, clean. J” 


z 


Said R. Yosé, “If it does not accord with rabbis, it also does not 
accord with R. Eleazar. 


“For it has been taught: Said R. Eleazar, ‘Not in regard to rendering 
void all previous counting did I say this, but in regard to a sacrifice did 
I say this.’ [That is, when Eleazar said the man must be examined on 
the third flux, it was not because, if the flux should prove accidental, 
the man may then wipe off the slate the preceding, natural flux and so 
be regarded as clean. That was not his intent at all. Eleazar concurs 
that he is unclean even if the third appearance of the flux was 
accidental. His statement only was that the man need not bring an 
offering if the third appearance of flux was accidental. Now at issue at 
M. 1:8A is then a second point of difference between the second and 
third appearances of flux, and the Mishnah should state that there is a 
difference, in that flux on the second appearance does not impart 
uncleanness if it is accidental, while flux a third time around does 
impart uncleanness if it is accidental.]” 


[Further spelling out Eleazar’s statement,] “I did not say that [on the 
occasion of the third appearance of flux] he wipes off the slate the 
preceding appearances of flux, but only that [if the third appearance of 
flux is accidental and not natural], he need not bring an offering.” 


[Reverting to Judah b. Pazzi, whose position has been rejected at C-E,] 
is that to say that the Mishnah represents the opinion of all parties? 
[Not very likely.] For if you maintain that it accords with R. Eleazar, 
then [M. 1:8A should state,| the second flux is subject to being 
removed from the slate altogether [if it is accidental and not natural], 
while the third is [not] subject to being wiped off the slate [if it is 
accidental] and it [does not] remain subject to an offering. 


In the view of R. Eleazar, if the man saw two rounds [not accidental] 
of flux in abundance, and one [more] in sparse volume [accidental], he 
wipes out that third occurrence [as null], and he need not bring an 
offering. [The third appearance does not confirm the character of the 
first two, since it was so different from them, and hence is treated as 
null. ] 


Said R. Yudan, “The Mishnah [at M. 1:8B] speaks of two separate men 
[one shut up, the other certified unclean]. [One of the men is shut up, 
the other already certified unclean. This is now spelled out.]” 


